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If the U.S. Government Can Tell Us the
Consumer Price Index for February in March,
Why Do We Have to Wait Years for i
True National Norms? —— e

OVERVIEW

Testing practitioners, rescarchers, law makers, parcnts,
counsclors, and test publishers are among those who are
dissatis{ied with national norms for standardized achieve-
ment tests. Educators are tring of being accused of
purposely using old test norms to deceive the public into
believing that the public schools are doing a better job than
they really are. “How Public Educators Cheat on Stan-
dardized Tests” (Cannell, 1989) is anfortuitous blundering
by a crusader onto sume very real shortcomings of stan-
dardizcd test norms and how educators misrepresent them
in their reporting. “Does 'nationally’ normed really mean
nationally?” (Baglin, 1980) is a carefully constructed dis-
section of a basic flaw in national normings—the over
influence of users in norming samples. Test publishers
tried 1o deal with Baglin's criticism by offering incentives
other than credit towards the purchase of their own tests or
texts to schools for participation in norming. Test publish-
ers tried to deal with Cannell’s issues by creating annual
user norms. Neither solved the problem.

This paper reviews the issues related to achieving adequate
national norms and proposes a new methodology that
would work 1o provide a true measure of national
achicvement levels on an annual basis and within a
timeframe that makes reporting results in current-year
noms possible. Yes, this sounds (0o good to be true, but
in reality, advances in computer technology and a few
simple lessons leamed from, of all sources, the Federal
government make this new methodology achicvable in
the very short tenm.

A review of recent articles and publications identficd why
current norming methodology is flawed, what is required
for an idcal annual norming, and what is now practical for
a functional annual norming.

Why are our current test norms inadequate?

© They arc old the first time they are used. @ Students cligible for the norming may be included
@ A true national normative sample is virtually or excluded using different rules than in the
impossible to achicve. actual testing; makeups may or may not be
® Annual norms arc overly influenced by uscrs with administered similarly.
curricula matched to the test objectives. @ Testsarc normed only once or twice during a school
© Swdents taking the tests in the norming sample year requiring interpolation for missing months,
are unmotivated. Test levels are normed within a limitcd range
@ Test administrators in the norming sample may or of grade levels requiring extrapolation for
may not follow the standardized proceduresclosely. vertical scaling.
What would be ideal?

A national normative sample with full participation by
motivated students, with the same rules for inclusion
or exclusion and make-up testing; studenlts tested under
true standardized conditions—each month of the school
year. every year—-in a wide range of grade levels for each
test level.

Impossible. However, there is a compromise alicmative
that could work. Statistical methodology and technology
combine now 10 offer an altemative for a new national

norming process that would ¢reate an annuad national
norm published soon after test users complete their regu-
lar, annual testing; supplemented by a small national
normative sample and adjusted by a factor to reduce the
influence of the users. This approach must also include
almost immediate turnaround of the current-year norms {o
allow schoolstoreport their annual scores using those norms.

This paper details how this new approach can work. How
schools can participate in this annual, or morc frequent

3

K2



norming, over an clectronic network that will allow dis-
tricts and states to contribute 1o the norming and reccive
new norms tables for reporting tocal scores within a rea-
sonable time period after testing.  After all, the national
statistics for unemployment, inflation, gross national prod-
uct, ctc. by no means take as long as test publishers now
take 10 release national norms. This paper contrasts the
procedures used to gather and report these national statistics
with the proposal for a new national norming system.

Schools which are already giving a test would transmit
their data clectronically to a central location; schools
sclected in the national normative sample would test and
transmit their data. Using appropriate statistical combi-
nations and adjustments, a current-year norms table would
be produced and transmitted to local schools; schools
couid then convert their scores 1o the current year percen-
tiles and other derived scores for reporting.

Many sampling issues currently make participating in a
national norming sample difficult for schools. Publishers

typically want students (o take an cntire battery of tests in
order to have a realistic testing situation and in order
calculate composite and total scores. However, a compro-
mise of this procedure could provide current norms for
individual tests if we are willing 10 sacrifice having norms
for every total and composite score every year. Individual
students could take a single test during the administration
of their regular achicvement testing, rather than the entire
battery. Indeed, this adds to the potential for testing
fatigue, and this must be considercd in the scheduling by
individual districts.

Unfortunately, this type of nomiing procedure would un-
doubtedly stretch the planning and computer programming
resources of test publishers. Therefore, we must entertain
the possibility of creating a national center for test norm-
ing—ypossibly a joint venture among test publishers or a
governmental center supported by public funds. Yes,
publicfunds. Aficrall, theneedfor curentand comparable
norms is a matter of public interest that apparently cannot
be met with the resources available to individual districts
or even to individual publishers.

What is the theoretical impact of
biased national norms?

Five types of noms have been identificd—annual true
natronal norms, point-in-time true national norms, point-
in-time uscr-influenced norms, annual user norms, and
annual user-influenced norms. The differcnces between
the scores that would be reported giver the use of each of
five types of norms will be described. The resulting

averages that would be reported for atypicatl school district
under various combinations of a local district*simproving,
staying the same, or declining; and the national average
improving, staying the same, or declining over a six-year
period are discussed.

A Call for a New National Norming Methodology

A skeptic might look at this proposal and think that the
mechanics of annual norming are 100 cumbersome to be
accomplished quickly; however, current computer tech-
nology and a lite creative, advance programming can
indeed create a system for generating national norms
within a reasonable time of the testing.

This is a fascinating time to work in the achievement
testing industry in the U.S. While in many states such as
Texas, tests are very popular with the legislators, the term
authentic assessment is buzzing around everywhere. The
advocates of authentic assessments as replacements for
traditional multiple choice tests have not yet produced a

saleable product that can be adopted by a state, so most of
the action in the authentic assessment arcna is at the local
or nationa! level.

When, in 1980, Roger Baglin challenged the sampling
used for national norming, publishers agreed that their test
uscrs and their text uscers made up the preponderance of
their national norming samples. However, it took an
aspiring psychiatrist, John Cannell, tochallenge how every
state in the nation could be above those national averages.
Some of us thought that the testing establishment would
have tomake major changes and admit that we were sliding
along taking advantage of a few psychometric loopholes to



look good; however, if you saw the fall 1990 issuc of
Educational Mcasurement Issucs and Practice, you saw a
greatanticle by Lorric Shepard who cited Phillipsand Finn,
Drahozal and Frisbie, Lenke and Keene, Williams, Qualls-
Payne, and Stonchilt who all 10 some degree combined 10
prove that indeed it is possible for every state to be above
the national average.

We have been fascinated by the lack of suggestions of how
tosolve the real problem—the lack of true annual nomms for
our standardized tests. In fact, we are fascinated by the
apparcnt fact that throwing out multiple choice tests and
cmbracing alternative assessments is much more popular
at this time than is the notion of improving the multiple
choice 1csts.

The bouom line though, is that the testing establishment
has done precious little since Cannell began challenging us
to respond—other than to attempt to produce annual user
norms. Our conclusion after studying annual user norms is
that they are betier than most people think they are, and we
will discuss that in more dctail later.

The major impact we see coming from Cannell’s criticism
has been the movement toward authentic assessments.
H.D. Hoover, author of the lowa Tests of Basic SKills, has
away of simplifying complex issues. Atthe annual meeting
of the Southwest Educational Research Association in
January Hoover quoted his favorite definition of authentic
assessment as anything other than a standardized test,

President Bush’s Education Policy Advisory Committee is
planning a new type of national examination that could be
in place in the next few years (Rothman, 1990 and 1991).
The National Center on Education and the Economy has
called for a national standard for all students based upon a
serics of assessments. They have joined with the Learning

Rescarch and Development Center at the University ol
Piutsburgh to secure $2.5 million in grants to have in plice
an cxam system by the ycar 2000.

Our reaction to this flurry of acuvity to abandon the
traditional standardized achicvement test is—{full specd
ahead, sce what you can do. However, we have reserva-
tions about their chances for success. The mainreservation
is that we strongly suspect that some of the criticism of
standardized testscomes from persons who want topullout
from under the burden of accountability. Changing o 4
different—even better-—style of accountability is not whi
those critics want—they want anend to lesting of any Kind.
Other critics have a sincere desire to make assessnient
duplicate rcal applications as much as possibic. Onc of the
most troubling predictions about authentic assessments is
that, at least initially, the perfformance gap between ethnic
groups will be wider than on standardizcd tests.

Sccondly, every aliernative we have heard so far for
authentic asscssment takes more time, COSIs More money,
and is less reliable across locations than what we have now
with multiple choice, standardized tests.

Finally, these national efforts must first solve the issuc of
local control over curriculum. Just like NAEP, a national
cffort must negotiale a consensus as to what should be
measured. This may not be impossible, but it will he
difficult and rcquire some time.

In the meantime, the authors are unwilling 10 abandon &
system of standardized achievement testing that has served
us reasonably well, but is suffering from a midli{c crisis in
norming. We would prefer to solve the norming crisis.

What's wrong with current norms and
accountability in education?

“The condition of education™ isaphrase weoften hear from
people from all walks of life, from casual conversations 1o
technical journals and government official reports. Con-
tradictory reporis are published almost daily. Do we really
know what is happening to the achievement level of the
children in this country? Are the schools telling the truth?
Do collcge entrance exams and achievement test scores
really indicate trends in achievement? These two indica-
tors seem to tell two contradicting stories. SAT scores have
not improved overall—although the percentage of high
school graduates taking the test continucs to go up, allow-
ing students other than the cream of the crop the opportu-
nity to go to college. Achicvement scores, as Cannell

indirectly points out, are going up. If using old norms for
interpreting current achievement makes schools look bet:
ter than if they used new norms, it follows that norms are
tougher now because overall scores have
increased.

The fact that public education, which requires a yearly
national investment of over two billion dollars, has flawed
national accountability systems in these “high-tech’ times
isinconceivable. Inthecontextof national expenditure by
all govemments, education represents approximaiely 1464,
compared with health and social security (19%), social
welfare (16%), transportation (5%), defense (15%), and all
other areas of government (31%).



In light of this, our intcrest in educarion should be twofold,
as an economic investment and as the future of our youth.
We need toknow how well specific programs work, but we
also need much better general accountability for our Lax
dollar investment.

Other arcas of government, particularly those more
directly involved with the economic issues, have devel-
oped sophisticated means of gathering and analyzing data
10 obtain trends and indicators that allow decision makers
to steer the nation toward progress and a2 more
desirable future.

The Consumer Price Index is calculated monthly. The data
are collected through the ongoing point-of-purchasc Con-
sumer Expenditure Survey. This swrvey is conducied
through visits or calls by trained ficld representatives from
the Burcau of Labor Statistics. The survey includes ap-
proximately 21,000 retailand serviceestablishments, 40,000
tenants, and 20,000 owner-occupicd housing units in 91
urban areas. Consumer Price Index data are issued cvery
month about three weeks following collection. The Con-
sumer Price Index Detailed Report, available about three
weeks afler the initial release, provides detailed indexcs
and a monthly analysis of U.S. price movements. Therc is
also a semiannual report of recent price movements as
well as long-term trends.

The Dow Jones Average, on the
other hand, is updated daily based
on ongoing clectronic transmission
of data. The price of each particular

Lapse Between Data Collection and }§

In cducation, however, not only is the picture uite nebu-
lous, but it takes a very long time to come out. Indicators
of how the nation is doing in the educational arcna take at
best six months at the college entrance cxam fevel. SAT
scores published in Scptember include scores of students
tested in March. Approximately one and
a half ycar to two ycars pass at the
clementary and sccondary school level
before we sce test results based on
“current” nationalnorms. National norms
provided by the test publishing companics
take one year to be calculated and a year
and a half to two ycars before the norms |
arc used by local and state education agen- §
cies to interpret test data,

In addition to the delayed availability of
national norms, the norms ar¢ not truc
national norms. Publishers struggle toget
random stratificd samples that are repre-
sentative of students in the country but
often they must settle fortheir third, fourth,
or [ifth choices of schools because there is
not much cooperation from school dis- §
tricts to participate in norming studies.
The norms derived this way often are

Figure 1
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based in groups that are users of the test series and/or uscrs
of the textbooks and support matcrials published by the
publishing company that publishes the test being normed.

The trend among test publishing companics is to produce
uscr norms annually or biannually, but, as mentioned
earlicr, the norms do not become available untilmuchafter
the testisadministcred, and by the time school districtscan
actually use them, they arc alrcady old norms.  Also,
publishers only report the norms for the test or tests they
publish. Currently, studics cquating the different achieve-
ment tests are not available, Each test is like a piece of a
puzzle and the picces do not fit together.

Over $80 million have been suggested for the nextphasc ol
NAEP and there are plans to develop a national test that
would include achievement test scores as well as portfolios
and otherperformance indicators. Why not take advantagc
of an cffort that is already in place and working relatively
well? 1t can work a lot better for the districts using it as
well as o provide a national educational indicator that is
timely for making decisions that would affect education
the local and national lcvels.

What's good about current national norms
and standardized tests?

< They provide a national context for judging local
performance.

< The norms are based on very large samplces that
meet many of the assumptions required.

< They arc relatively quick and incxpensive to
administer.

< They apparently work to some degree because we
continue to use them, Chapter ! wequires them, and
the altemnatives have yct to be proven.

Throughout the national debate on the influence of old
norms and uscrs on norms, it has been a struggle fo
understand exactly how all these factors work together to
give districts cither an advantage or a disadvantage. To
help illustrate those dynamics, scveral theoretical situa-
tions have been developed.

Taking a very conservative approach, the following as-
sumptions were defined,

4+ If one assumes that a test uscr nets an advantage
cach year through familiarity with the test, then the
minimum advantage gained is +1 vercentile annu-
ally.

+ lforcassumesthatthe user of a publisher’stextnets
an advantage each year through familiarity with the
test contents, then the minimum advantage gained is
+1 percentile annually.

4 Ifancw test were to be used cach year, then these
advan.ages for a user would be nullified.

+ Auserinauser-influenced norm group whois atthe
true S0th percentile nationally would outscore
nonusers in the norm group and tie other users, thus
nctting some average of the two 1 percentile point
advantages for users and would score at the 51t
percentile rather than the 50th percentile.

Figures 2-4 show the theorctical outcomes from six ycars
of testing for adistrict using various assumptions about the
achicvement trends across those years.

Now in our {irst example, Figure 2, we have a distnict that
is a test uscr, a text user, is at the national average in ycar
onc, mainiains that same level of achicvement over the six
years, while users and nonusers do the same nationally.

The influence of all these factors resulls in @ maximuin
difference of 11 pereentile points in year 6 across the 10
combinations of norm types and tests shown. Thatis a
major influcnce, using very conservative assumptions. If
you beligve that an 11 percentile point bias is higher than
reality, then maybe those conservative assumptions werce
not so conservative at that. Inthatcase, the influence of the
user factors described in the assumptions would be maore
minimal than some¢ may think.

Interestingly, the combinations that most closcly matchthe
results from an annual truc national norm using ancw test
cach year is annual user norms using the same test cach
year or a ncw test each year. Both yicld a percentile of 50
in yecar 6.
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Figure 2

Achievement Trends: Local Maintaining, National Maintaining

Assumptions
Local School District

» Text User  ( +1 %ile each year same test is used)
o Test User ( +1 Toile each year same test is used)
» At 50th %ilc in Norming Year, True National Normn
« Maintaining Same Achievement Level Annually

Users Nationally

National Achievement

* Average at 50th %ile, True National Norm
» Follow Same Achicvement Trend as National Trend

« Meaintaining Same Achicvement Level Annually

Year Year Year Year

Year Year
2 3 4 5 6

Annual True
National Norm

New Test Ench Yoor 50
Sarne Test Eath Year 50

50 50 50 S0 50
52 54 56 58 60

Point-in-Time
True National Norm

New Test Each Yaur 50
Serme Test Esch Yaar 50

50 50 50 50 50
52 54 56 58 60

Point-in-Time
User-Influenced Norm

New Tess Each Yeur 51
SameTent EschVar 91

51 51 51 51 51
53 55 57 59 61

Annual User New TestEnc Yae 0 50 50 50 50 50
Norm Soeme Fect Rach Yeor O 1 S50 50 S0 50 50
Annual User- NowTetEachYar 51 51 51 51 51
Influenced Norms Some Test Each Your 1 52 53 54 55 56

Our second example in Figure 3 differs from the first only
in that the focal and national averages are going up 2
percentile points annually. In this context, an annual user
normisalso as accurate as a true national norm when a new
test is administered each year. Few districts do that, sothe
more important {inding is that the annual user norm tracks
an annual true national norm whether or not a ncw test is

given each year. The most distorted vicw comes from a
point-in-time user-influenced norm—whichis exactly what
most districis use for reporting.

Our third cxampie in Figure 4 illustrates the situation when
local and national achievement is declining at a 2 percentile
point per year rate. The dynamics are that the local uscr
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Figure 3
Achievement Trends: Local Up, National Up

Assumptions

Local School District

e Text User  ( +1 %ile each year same test is used)

» Test User

{ +1 %lile each year same 1est is used)

* At 50th %ile in Norming Year, True National Norm
« Gaining 2 %eile points from Norm Year Annually

Users Nationally

National Achievement

1

« Average at 50th %ile, True National Norm
» Follow Same Achievement Trend as National Trend

+ Gaining 2 %eile points from Norm Year Annually

Year Year Year Year Year

Year
2 3 4 5 6

NewTeiEach Yaor 90
SemeTest Each Yar  §()

Annual True
National Norm

50 50 50 50 50
52 54 56 58 60

New Tent Bach Yor 50
SameTest Back Yeor ()

Point-in-Time
True National Norm

52 54 56 58 60
54 38 62 66 70

New TestEsch Yar 91
Sams Test Exch Year 5 l

Point-in-Time
User-Influenced Norm

53 35 57 59 61
35 59 63 67 71

Annual User
Norm

New Test Each Yamr 50

Same Test Eoch Year 5 1

50 50 50 50 50
50 30 S0 S0 S0

New Tal Bach Yeor 51
Seme Test Rach Year 51

Annual User-
Influenced Norms

51 51 51 51 51
52 53 54 S35

districtis advantaged by the use of the same test cach ycear,
the losses over time are masked along with the fact that
local achievement is tracking the national average.

If we were to write a handbook of how Lo use national norms
to rank high on standardized tests, what would we say?

If national achievement is remaining stable, and you arc a
texy/test user, then there is no real advantage or disadvan-
tage in annual user norms. The big advantage comes when

users give the same test annually and compare themselves
to the old, point-in-time national norm-—either a true
national norm or a user-influenced one.

If national achicvement is going up, a point-in-time, uscr-
influenced norm is the most advantageous. This confirms
that the test publishers have been on to a great marketing
strategy over the last two decades.



Figure 4

Achievement Trends: Local Down, National Down

Assumptions

Local School District

» Text User ( +1 Bile each year same test is used)

» Test User

{ +1 Foile each year same test is used)

+ At 50th %ile in Norming Year, True National Norm
* Losing 2 %ile points from Norm Year Annually

Users Nationally

s Average at 50th %ile, True National Norm

* Follow Same Achievement Trend as National Trend

National Achievement

s Losing 2 9eile points from Nomm Year Annually

Year Year Year Year Yecar Year
1 2 3 4 5 6

Annual True New TmtEscYar () 50 50 50 S0 50
National Norm Seme Test EockYer 5} 52 34 56 S8 60
Point-in-Time New TwtEachYar  5() 48 46 44 42 40
True National Norm Seme Yot Esbvmr  5() 50 50 50 SO 50
Point-in-Time New lmtBachYer 5] 49 47 45 43 41
User-Influenced Normm = smteiBsaver  §] 51 51 51 51 51
Annual User Nrw TatEnch Yeor 50 50 50
Norm Some Test EachYaar ST 50 50
Annual User- New Tat Each Yeor 51 51 51
Influenced Norms Same Tt BachYer 5] 52 53

If national achicvement is going down, an annual true
national norm or a user norm would keep a typical district
atthe national average. The worst case would be touse the
old point-in-time national norm, because your district
would fall behind the artificially stable national norm.
However, if the downward trend is equivalent to the
advantage gained from being a testAext user who gives the
same test annually, the loss in achievement is
cffectively masked.

The point of all this is to confirm that the best norm is
anannual norm—based either on a true national sample
or on a user sample (if you are a user also).

However, we necd to acknowledge a pitfall of an annual
nomm, Imagine that your district is soaring ahcad and
making tremendous gains. At the same time, the national
average is going up. You have told your superintendent
and board of trustees about these great gains, and they have
asked you to provide a graph to illustrate them.

10
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Your district’s longitudinal graph wouid look like Figure
5—flat. This is the similar to the dilemma we face when
parcnts and teachers of gified students complain that their
students score at the 99th pereentile every year and show
no progress-—they never can go up.

What this confirms is that there is a legitimacy in using a
point-in-time national norm. As Figure 6 shows, setting a
baseline year for future comparisons provides an indica-
tion of the trend over time. The problem we have had with
critics like Cannell is that we have not communicated that
legitimacy and have given the impression  that we are

Figgne 5

Local Average Represented in
Annual Norms
(Local and National Achicvement Rising)

99

75

50 *—o—0—0——0

23

1 2 3 4 S 6
Yecar of Testing

1
1 2 3 4 5 6
Base
Year Year of Testing

making comparisons o current national achicvement lev-
els. If we were to conduct a local survey of the price of
gallon of gas, then compare that 1o the national average
price from two years ago and claim that local pnces are
cheaper, mostcitizens off the street would realize we were
not operating with a full tank of gas. However, thit 18
cxactly what we do when we use point-in-Limie st RO,

Comparing 10 a base year is legitimate; however, we must
communicate to the audiences that is what we are downy.

Figure 6

Local Average Represented in
Base-Year Norms
(Local and National Achicvement Rising)

99
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What is required for a true and timely national norm?

¢ Participation by a sample that truly represents stu-
dents across the nation

¢ Speedy results

This does not mean results the next year, but results fast
cnough to use in the current year's report. Yes, if we test
in April, we should be able to report those scores incurrent-
year pereentiles during the summer.

Why do we think this can be accomplished?

¢  Scoring of tests by districts and scoring services has
improved dramatically. Most districts get 2 - 4 week
turnaround from scoring services, and districts with
in-house scoring accomplish the task cven quicker.
In Austin, the testing staff collects answer sheets by
the Friday after testing and delivers results 1o the
schools on Monday moming.

4+  To get the scores toacentral location forcalculating
the norms, we now have national electronic net-
works.

An example of a somewhat similar communications issug
that is being addressed through electronic networking is
the National Center for Educational Statistics (NCFS)
Interstate StudentRecord Transfer System (ISRTS), which
is currently in a pilot stage. This system s scuting i
nationa} standard for formatting student information and
sending it across networks between public schools, be-
tween public schools and institutions of higher cducation,
and between institutions of higher education. The goals
include decreasing the time required to transmit records
and reducing the costs for sending paper records that must
be reentered into the new school’s computer files.
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4 VWith oday's computers and with some advanced
programming, the number crunching required can
be accomplished quicker.

4 Thosc same electronic networks can distribute the
ncw noms tables back 1o schoot districts.

In Roger Baglin's 1980 paper on sclf-selection bias in
national norms, he raised the notion of a joint norming
clfort by the test publishers. There are restraint-of-trade

laws that would kill such cooperation. However, the cost
for a national clcaringhouse funded by the federal
government would be much less than the cost for NAEP or
any of the other national efforts being planned.

There would be less costs for test development, less for
additional tests to be printed, and less for scoring scrvices.
With IRT and other equating methods, local choice of tests
could continue, and we could still make comparisons
across states. The problems encountered in the 1970
anchor study could not be ignored, but could be addressed.

National Achievement Indicator and
Norming Program

The proposed solution to the timely norming problem and
the creation of a national educational indicator could be
obtained by centralizing the creation of annual norms for
the major standardized achievement tests. This could be
done through the use of electronic transmission of data and
the voluntary cooperation of the districts using these tests,

Cooperation from school districts would be secured by the
fact that they would get current national norms within
weeks of transmitting their raw data. Currently, districts
are reluctant to participate in norming studies because that
implics additional testing--either a new version of the test
they are currently using or a complete batiery of a test they
arc not using and do not intend to adopt in the future. With
this system, the districts would be required 1o administer
onc cxira subtest to each siudent in addition to the test they
normally administer.

Currently, a national norming study requires 100,000 1o
200,000 students aking the test (including grades K-12).
With the proposed program, a norming group could be
much larger, as illustrated in Figure 7. An additional
subtest would be assigned by the norming center based on
stratificd sampling methods that would distribute the
subtests in such a way that the sample size and makeup
would provide a valid norming group.

In the example presented in Figure 7, the norming center
would select 200,000 test users to be included in the
norming sample. Four sub-sets of 50,000 students cach
would be administering subtests from four other tests.
Within cach subset of students, five groups of 10,000
students each would be administering different subtests of
the assigned test.

Figure 7
Sampling Paradigm for National Norms
TEST| A B C D =
oo, 10 goe 10,000 __ @ too _
ama— | ——iooee—— oeoe—— | ——ioaee——
A roomed eooe T | ToTeeoo T | om0l | T eoopo
8 oon, T ealoan 12 000, 10000
T | Teeese " | T aome—T- | o Smanng
- 1:,” :: 3 :ﬁ,m ::m
10 ¥ - Q800 —_ e
B (=ES= e S iR R
——tence 0’000 L Svn— T __scoea . .
Ly T TsetoeT 800" | T sesoe—— | Sam—
E 12.000 wooo 10 ooy o500
T aee—— vo.000 - — e —— 10000
-‘ C s (X — weace T oo = ron00
p—t- St L — tQo00__ T oooo_
Q. ——scecs [ T sescc__ T ecocalTT" | T scom
E —ASOm®__ oo wwooo__ 0000,
O i | s | e HH
D T eowe T *0'o00, +0.000 nasee Tweo I~
o (Y —— — 10,000 [ T
——te_ PR— ) P Y S —00ye
a0 e, Tx . ] ‘spow_
oS —— | T/ | T wweee T | Teeoel
E YY" e L —— To000 T _vwegon b
ool | TTTwoaT wooo T 000 T
oo ——hheon_ T — T ———a0
10 -



The additional subtest would be used for equating pur-
poscs, thus linking together all the tests tocrcate norms that
arc not user influenced. One of the sacrifices that could be
made to make the system functional is multiycar norms for
total and composite scores. Most lests combinge various
subtests into these composites in order to give users fewer
scores 1o deal with in reporting and selecting students for
programs. In re- Lty those composites require that students
in the norming sample take all tests included, because the
composites are more than the mere arithmetic average of
subtests. However, with past experience on our side, a
national centercould estimate composite score norms from
individual tcst norms. This would allow for a testing

schedule that requires individual students 1o take fewer
subtests cach year. Periodic testing with a full baters
could be done at less costand less disruption of instruction.

Aftter test administration in spring and fall, districts would
process their tests in the way they arc accustomed to (cither
in-house scanning, using a scanning scrvice, or the services
offcred by the test publishers). The data would be
clectronically transmitted to the norming center and, within
approximatcly a month, they would receive the current
national norms with which to interpret their currem
year's achievement.

RANDOM

/ ASSIGNMENT
\ OF SUBTESTS
J—

NORMS
TABLES

Figure 8
Flow of Information: National Center
for Achievement Test Norming
and Data Clearinghouse
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The notion of a national achievement indicator to rival
SAT/ACT scores is a dream of NAEP and the newer
national testing movements. However, the simplicity of
the Dow Jones’ Average, the Consumer Price Index, or the
SAT/ACT averages is a real challenge. A national
achicvement indicator could be a composite across all
tested arcas or merely be two representative areas such as
rcading and mathematics. Remember, simplicity is the
key, so having separate numbers for all subject areas
detracts from the utifity of the indicator. A simple option
is 1o create a scale with 100 being the national average for
abase year andachievement test scores being converted to
this scale annually.

11

There are two options for the porming center. One is the
most conservative (Figure 8), having the center be only a
norming center thatcollects raw scores and demographic diat
and retumns tables 1o the districts for score inlerpretation.

In the sccond option (Figurc 9), the center is a national
scoring scrvice and norming center, where the districts
would transmit item responses and demographic informa-
tion for each student. The center would score the tests,
transmit the item responses to the test publishers for
research purposcs, and electronically transmit students’
converted scores back to the districts within a few woeks.

The first option has the advantage of a lower cost and
simplicity of operation.
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Figure 9
Flow of Information:
National Center for Achievement Test Scoring,
Norming Center, and Data Clearinghouse
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Conclusion

School systems are spending millions of dollars for norm- referenced achievement tests, but we do not have truc national
norms. Now is the time to take advantage of existing tcchnology to give us timely, true national norms.

Togcther, we should work toward the day when a state legislator, cr a govemor, or even the education president wakes up

in the morning and checks the paper for that day's Dow Jones® Average, the Consumer Price Index, and of course, the
national achievement level and says, “Wow, it was a good weck for public education.”
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